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Comment on the proposed conservation of the name Ctenopoma oxyrhynchum

Boulenger, 1902 (Osteichthyes, Perciformes) by the suppression of C. weeksii

Boulenger, 1896

(Case 2595: see BZN44: 192-193)

Carl J. Ferraris, Jr

Department of Herpetology and Ichthyology, American Museum of Natural History,

New York, N. Y. 10024, U.S.A.
'

I offer the following observations:

(1) The name Ctenopoma weeksii Boulenger appears to have been proposed in a

fashion that conforms to the requirements of availability;

(2) the author of the proposal indicates that the holotype of C. weeksii can be

assigned unambiguously to a species for which weeksii is the oldest available

name;

(3) the genus Ctenopoma was last reviewed in 1916, as part of a broad study of the

fishes of Africa, and has never been subjected to a critical revision;

(4) the name C. weeksii was published in an article that contains three other new
specific names, all of which are considered as valid by current systematic

workers;

(5) the species is not exceptionally well known. It has not been the focus of scientific

study. It is not a species of great commercial importance and its biology is poorly

known at present; and

(6) the author of the proposal is in the process of a revision of the genus Ctenopoma.

From these observations, I draw the following conclusions:

(a) current confusion regarding the name of the species which has C. weeksii as its

oldest available name is, in part, the result of the absence of a critical review of

the genus;

(b) virtually all confusion resulting from the correct use of the name weeksii can be

eliminated by a single statement: 'All accounts of Ctenopoma (or Anabas)

oxyrhynchum refer to the species here called C. weeksii

;

(c) there are no exceptional circumstances that warrant the suppression of the name
weeksii for purposes of nomenclatural stability;

(d) the long term interests of a stable nomenclature would be better served by

adhering to the spirit of priority in all but the most exceptional cases. In this case,

correcting an error in a forthcoming revision seems simple and appropriate.

Reply by Steven M. Norris

Department of Zoology , Arizona State University, Tempe, Arizona 85287-1501 , U.S.A.

(1) I am in agreement with much of what Mr Ferraris states in his comment. The

final conclusion depends on how rigidly the Commission wishes to adhere to the

Principle of Priority.

(2) In defence of the rejection of the senior name, let meagain state that weeksii (the

name with priority) has rarely been used correctly (see original proposal) and has
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not been used in any meaningful way since Boulenger's (1916) review in which he

incorrectly listed C. weeksii (without comment) in his synonymy of C. maculatum

Thominot, 1886.

(3) With regard to point (5) of the comment: C. oxyrhynchum/weeksii is not an

uncommon species either in the wild or in museum collections. While it has been the

focus of little published work, it is widely listed as C. oxyrhynchum in faunal lists and

surveys.

(4) Given the early misuse of the name C. weeksii, the later incorrect synonymization

and the great length of time the name has been out of use, I feel rejection of C. weeksii \?,

warranted.

Comment on the suggested introduction of 'Protected Works'

(see BZN44: 79-85; 45: 45^6, 47)

(1) R.L.Manuel
Department of Zoology , University of Oxford, South Parks Road, Oxford 0X1 3PS,

U.K.

I should like to endorse the ideas and sentiments so lucidly expounded by Cornehus

(BZN 44: 79-85). It seems to me that the Code, in its strictest application, has become

largely self-defeating in its presumed aim of producing nomenclatural stabiHty. Far too

many names that have for long been established in the minds and literature of scientists

and naturalists are being assassinated in the name of priority, a practice condoned

(perhaps even encouraged) by the present rules.

Cornelius's suggestion (p. 82) of Protected Works is a sensible, worthwhile idea but

does not, to my mind, go far enough; it also suffers from one practical drawback —
accessibility. The sort of publications suggested as Protected Works are not always

readily available, especially to freelance or non-professional scientists and naturalists

(who have always held a position of importance in the field of taxonomy), and

obtaining copies through various library and copying services can become downright

expensive. This notwithstanding. Protected Works must surely offer a sane pathway to

stability.

As a possible solution to the problem of accessibility I would like to propose an

extension to the concept: an Official Register of Protected Names, derived from

Protected Works. Such a Register need not be published in the conventional manner, but

merely be stored in a computer at some convenient place, such as a national museum; a

duplicate Register could be maintained in any country. Copies of pages or sections

could be printed out on demand to anyone on payment of a minimal cover charge.

Parallel usage of Protected Names in Zoological Record would enhance the system.

Perhaps international 'group conferences' (such as, in my own field, the International

Cnidarian Conference, 1989) could be persuaded to stage a nomenclatural discussion

session in order to suggest/adopt Protected Works and haggle over those contentious

name changes which crop up in any major group.

I also support the idea (BZN 44: 83; 45: 46) of effectively reversing the current

procedure when applying to the Commission in order to conserve names —surely a


